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In  cultural  tourism  two  trade-offs  are  present:  a  traditional  one  describing  preservation  and 
valorisation effects and a second one about the different levels of quality that can be experienced 
during a visit. 
The latter emerged recently over a renewed popularity of the “lone traveller”, the flâneur, who 
searches for the Aura (Benjamin, 1936) away from crowded museums where globalization of tastes 
may turn them in a sort of “fast food” places. 
The aim of this work is to describe possible types of visitors and their related economic effects 
(mostly  the  crowding  out).  The  various  dimensions  to  the  value  of  heritage  in  contemporary 
societies (community values versus the rule of fashion, Musgrave, 1956) will also be discussed. 
The  conclusions  drawn  here  will  suggest  that  the  trade  offs  arising  among  different  types  of 
visitors, make more complex the management of cultural sites, as well as much more problematic 
the  current  debate  on  the  relationship  between  democracy  and  opportunities  for  cultural 
experiences.  
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1. Introduction: heritage and tourism 
 
Heritage  is  the  combination  of  a  bundle  of  goods  and  a  single  resource  containing  different 
features. The two aspects both refer to kind of heritage, its use in the production processes and to 
ways of experiencing it. Heritage is a “capital asset”, as Peacock and Rizzo (2008) define it (recalling 
Throsby’s term of cultural capital as well), which combines different dimensions: as a “physical 
resource”, it requires investments to ensure well-preserved heritage maintenance and to prevent 
deterioration  (as  prescribed  by  the  “curatorial  approach”,  Leask  and  Goulding  1996).  As  a 
consumer  good,  it  provides  a  number  of  services  to  be  enjoyed  and  as  an  input  is  used  for 
production purposes, as in the case of performing arts
2 (Peacock and Rizzo, 2008, p. 112).  
The  necessity  of  preserving  heritage  from  deterioration  or  misuse  has  given  rise  to  a 
complex controversy on the extent and forms of government action. It implies choosing between 
preservation  and  compatible  uses  (and  the  associated  economic  benefits)  in  order  to  secure 
sustainability. 
The aim of this work is to analyse the phenomenon of cultural tourism, particularly in 
heritage cities, and to describe possible effects associated to it, especially congestion problems 
and consequent “crowding out” effect, not only with regards to the inner city (Van der Borg, Costa 
and Gotti, 1996) but also to the different types of visitors. 
In  the  first  paragraph  we  discuss  the  link  between  tourism  and  consumption  and  the 
meaning of cultural tourism in a consumer society. The impacts of cultural tourism, particularly in 
cities of art, are traditionally divided into physical or environmental, socio-cultural, and economic 
ones  (Mathieson  and  Wall,  1982).  Large  masses  of  tourists  and  their  sometimes  disruptive 
behaviour has often risked to deteriorate built heritage, which – as we know – is a non-renewable 
resource (the famous, wear and tear effect referring to deterioration provoked by visitors on 
historic structures and artifacts). About social and cultural impacts, a tension may arise between 
site residents and tourists, as inhabitants see visitors as an encroachment on their private spaces, 
traditional homes, and cultures (Dallen and Nyaupane, 2009). 
The economic issues connected to heritage vary according to its specific characteristics. 
Apart  from  physical  features  and  urban  development  considerations,  public  goods  play  an 
important  role  in  terms  of  economic  effects:  “the  visit  to  an  archaeological  site,  though 
excludable, offers benefits which are non-rival, unless congestion occurs and, as a consequence, a 
risk  of  degradation  when  overcrowded  Venice  or  the  Tower  of  Pisa  offering  good  examples” 
(Peacock and Rizzo, 2008, p. 114). 
  On  one  hand,  conservation  and  preservation  represent  significant  “community  values” 
(expressed as Musgravian merit wants); on the other hand, valorisation attracts a considerable 
number  of  visitors,  thus  generating  interesting  profits.  These  two  aspects  are  not  always 
compatible, especially when tourist arrivals exceed expected thresholds and cause a functional 
transformation of the heritage itself. We will show that in this case, though maintaining a positive 
level in tourism revenue, the community value risks to be spoilt.  
In the second paragraph our analysis takes into consideration  the link between different 
types of art consumption and heritage specificities, recalling also Benjamin’s concept of aura and 
describing the character of the “lone traveller” (the flâneur), escaping mass consumption to find 
alternative ways to enjoy heritage uniqueness.  
                                                 
2 For example, the classical performances held in the ancient Greek or Roman theatres   5 
Cultural economics analyses demand mostly as a function of income and education (Frey 
and Pommerehne, 1989). Our considerations may enrich this traditional formulation: as fruition is 
enjoyed  at  different  levels  of  quality,  we  investigate  how  the  “type”  of  visitor  (later  on 
distinguished in flâneur, relational visitor and mass visitor) is related to the “quality of visit”, being 
thus able to produce displacement effects among different types of cultural tourists. In detail, we 
suppose  that  the  three  different  types  of  visitors  are  endowed  with  an  “intensity”  that  we 
associate to the “density of visitors”. In other words, our definition of “quality” concerns not only 
the characteristics of the offer (the available space for the visit, the illumination choices for the 
artifacts or the users’ services) but also the demand side. We assume that a proxy for quality is 
“density”, which depends on the number of visitors enjoying cultural objects at the same time.  
Our considerations proceed from the fact that a good “culture” can show characteristics of 
relational  goods  (Uhlaner,  1989),  grounded  in  social  interaction,  producing  impact  on  life 
satisfaction (Becchetti et.al., 2008) and stimulating a particular demand for heritage consumption. 
However, these considerations are partially true for the flâneur’s type as well as for the mass type.    
We conclude discussing some open issues concerning the possible instruments to prevent 
the “crowding out” effects by means, for example, of using new technologies to release heritage 
cities from excessive flows and to partially return built monuments to inhabitants, restoring the 
community values. Our initial reflections may add further considerations to the cultural democracy 
debate  (Benhamou,  2008),  even  though  a  future  empirical  research  is  deemed  necessary  to 
develop proper policy implications. 
 
2.  Cultural tourism and consumption 
 
The emergence of cultural tourism and its defining characteristics must be studied in the context 
of the development of the contemporary tourism industry and its need for diversification. In fact 
“cultural tourism” can be attributed to a growing new urban middle class with a high level of 
education, an interest in experiencing something different from the usual tourist traps, and a 
desire to learn something rich in cultural, symbolic, spiritual or historical content” (Bonet, 2003, p. 
187).  
Cultural tourism hence is strictly connected to  the emergence of a higher demand for 
leisure, which is partially addressed to the demand of cultural heritage. The phenomenon is so 
huge that it led to the development of a sort of “spare-time industry”, offering hospitality and 
attractive cultural itineraries (package tours). Most times travellers tend to rely on tour operators, 
instead  of  organising  their  trip  by  themselves. This  trend  increased  with  the  outburst  of  tour 
operators  on  the  Internet.  It’s  progressively  rare  that  single  individuals  organize  their  own 
vacation: they prefer to turn to a tour operator, as it has recently become a very simple process 
thanks to the Internet. As we have already written (De Simone and Di Maio, 2007), this may lead 
to  the  disappearance  of  the  travel  as  initiation  to  the  cultural  life,  in  favour  of  it  as  a  mass 
consumption practice and as the repetition of the same action all over the world.  
Cultural  tourism  represents  the  main  valorisation  tool  to  promote  “consumption”  of 
heritage and is strictly linked to the idea that cultural goods can be managed as private goods. On 
the other side, the need for preservation stems from the opinion that the state must subtract 
these goods to the free market allocation. In other words, heritage's management is bound to a 
conservation objective under monetary and public access constraints.  
   6 
The complete and sustainable development of cultural tourism is potentially prone both to 
heritage preservation as well as urban development based on intangible goods with high added 
value.  
Considering cultural goods as an incentive to tourism consumption, we are assuming a 
hypothetical mass consumption, which is moved not only by the necessity of acculturation but,  
more probably, by the imitation effect led by fashion trends. In the latter case, the selection of the 
heritage's appropriate mode of provision becomes pivotal. 
Tourism activity (including enjoyment of heritage) becomes “consumption” (expiring) of 
work as it leads to individuals taking time off from the production of goods and services. Time 
devoted  to  work  is  therefore  used  for  tourism  purposes.  Cultural  goods  can  be  enjoyed  at 
different levels, yet in some cases the consumption itself will alter their basic characteristics to 
induce a high “consumption rate” (Gershuny, 1983). This occurs thanks to the creation of new 
goods and services allowing to save time in the consumption process. 
In  contemporary  societies,  given  the  lack  of  time  to  devote  both  to  production  and 
consumption activities, the ideal consumption would happen instantaneously, meaning that goods 
should  generate  satisfaction  without  implying  a  learning  process  of  particular  abilities.  This 
satisfaction must quickly cease to create space for the satisfaction of other needs coming from 
other private goods (in other ways the Stigler and Becker’s addiction effect does not come into 
play)
3.  This  creates  a  paradox:  today  individuals  are  more  conscious  than  in  the  past  of  the 
necessity of cultural tourism or of other leisure activities but they have less time to do so. This 
creates a frustrating sense of a life devoted to work and uninterrupted consumption and not to 
the pleasure of the senses. 
The importance assumed by the ritual of consumption, fostered by internalization of tastes 
(Eco, 2010) in spite of the object enjoyed in the satisfaction process, as prescribed by modern 
hedonism (Hirschman and Holbrook, 1982; Campbell, 1989), has turned the consumption process 
into a self-illusory one, which can easily produce frustration. 
The consumption has become a “production factor” because goods must be consumed 
(Bauman, 2000) and a consumption society obliges individuals to live constantly rushing in the 
attempt of satisfying pleasures, whereas the real satisfaction is never realised and the real engine 
of contemporary societies is a continuous dissatisfaction producing estrangement from already 
consumed goods (that in each time belong to the past and are not valuable anymore).  
As Bauman underlines, we are a synchronous society living only in the present and for  
which the process of  learning, mostly based on forgetting,  is carried out over our entire  life. 
However, cultural products normally are not meant to be consumed immediately but they survive 
to any use that governed their creation (Bauman, 2009).  
Hence, the emerging issue about the role of culture is evident: being not a resistance to 
change anymore nor the expression of community values as distinct from the rule of fashion, as 
                                                 
3   We are aware that Stigler and Becker’s work (1977) refers to performing arts (exposure to the good music). 
The  possible  extension  of  the  model  to  consumption  of  heritage,  in  our  opinion,  is  possible  albeit  we  need  to 
underscore two important differences: 
i.  visitors  can’t  learn  to  consume  heritage  through  more  visits  if  they  don’t  possess  a  certain  initial 
education level; 
ii.  the effective consumption of heritage, without the initial education level, can make impossible to attain 
high level of quality of the visit.    7 
Musgrave predicted (1987), is culture still strong enough to survive to the consumption era where 
the value is uniquely assigned from the market? 
Object of arts are turned into private goods in which, as Willem de Kooning (as cited by 
Bauman, 2009) suggests, “the contents is a quick look”, a flying view, a glance en passant, thanks 
to an excessive simplification of beauty that has emphasized the role of the aesthetic image over 
the uniqueness of the masterpieces of art coming from their aura and magic quality and hence 
refined and lofty. 
The consequence of the actual perception of art is that works are put in museums where 
their beauty, once cheered, is cleaned, sterilized and embalmed to be preserved together with the 
archaeological  relics  to  benefit  history-addicted  individuals  or  passengers  of  tourist  buses 
(Bauman, 2009).  
There  is  no  doubt  that  the  process  of  heritage  consumption  has  changed  lately,  in 
correlation with the changing visitors and modes of provision of cultural goods: offer now affects 
the quantity and quality of the demand. To exploit the potential offered by tourism development, 
cultural  resources  have  been  organised  in  a  context  of  mass  tourism  domination  and  little 
information. 
This is what edutainment stands for. It is a combination of  education and entertainment, 
through which museums and galleries are more easily enjoyed by users. They tend to assume a 
shape which is progressively closer to amusement parks than to proper art exhibition sites so that 
different kinds of arts may be consumed quickly and anonymously at a reasonable cost, as 
marketing rules require.  
The different categories of good consumption (mass or elitist) are affected by choices made 
by those who organise the offer, careless of what the consumers' preferences are, even if it's down 
to consumers to give a definite approval for such choices. As cultural tourism demand is becoming 
more consistent,  sites must be renewed in order to attract it, by supposing that the objects of art 
cannot be enjoyed at only one level of quality. In the following paragraph, we will show that the 
existent trade-off between different levels of quality of the visit produces a “crowding out effect” 
among visitors. 
However, if the growing importance of cultural tourism is directly related to the consumer 
society paradigm, it is important to shed some light on the economic effects of tourism flows, 
particularly in the case of cities of art, before going ahead with the proposed visitors' classification.  
The case of heritage cities offers a good summary of all the previously raised issues: in this 
case, the concept of heritage refers not only to each single building but also to the historic set as 
such, made by several buildings and public spaces altogether (Sartre’s for-itself value). Massive 
tourist flows can determine not only positive externalities in terms of economic impact but also  
negative effects due to the congestion costs and the loss of identity by the local population: the 
final consequence being, in some cases, that residents may end up preferring to live far from the 
historical centre (De Simone and Di Maio, 2009). 
An example of this can be offered by the massive tourism towards some Italian heritage 
cities or museums: it occurs thanks to a high and well preserved heritage, yet it also brings with it 
a  negative  effect.  Tourism  flows  often  overcome  the  actual  carrying  capacity  of  a  city,  thus 
producing traffic and parking problems, pollution, the crowding out of the inner city, irritation of 
locals and “wear and tear” of heritage (Van der Borg, Costa and Gotti, 1996, p. 320). According to 
Moscardo  (1996,  p.  379),  “much  of  the  danger  to  built  heritage  sites  arguably  results  from 
destruction  for  tourism  development,  crowding  and  congestion,  or  from  the  inappropriate 
behavior of visitors, such as touching delicate surfaces, littering and vandalism”. It is possible that 
this kind of effect, that we name congestion, albeit the positive level of tourism revenue, can 
lower also the community value and the associated rent, as we will discuss later. In short, tourism   8 
in  heritage  cities  may  appear  unsustainable  (Hunter  1997;  Van  der  Borg  and  Russo  1999)  as, 
according to the process of “tourismification” of historic cities (Ashworth and Tunbridge, 1990), 
heritage cities are not able to collect benefits from tourism in proportion with the growth in visitor 
number (this is the case of “tourism vicious cycle” described by Russo, 2002) 
However, there is another effect that cultural tourism produces in heritage cities to be 
taken into account, that is its incidence on the Musgravian “community values”.  
Conceiving heritage as a domestic representation of “symbolic foundations” containing a 
material and socio-psychological testimony of identity upon which a sense of belonging is based, 
heritage tourism is inextricably bound to the experience of both “material (tangible) and socio-
psychological (intangible) remnants of the nation’s past” (Park, 2010 p. 116). It can play a crucial role in 
providing certain ‘‘ritualised circumstances through which shared social memory can be effectively 
inscribed and collectively communicated within specific heritage settings” (Park, 2010, p. 119).  
Macdonald (2006, p. 11) identifies heritage as a ‘‘material testimony of identity’’, containing a 
‘‘discourse and set of practices concerned with the continuity, persistence and substantiality of 
collective identity’’. All these definitions recall the concept of “community preferences”, coined by 
Musgrave (1987): a merit good is a commodity which is provided to an individual or society in 
spite of individual preferences. It refers to merit wants arising from community traditions, values 
or  customary  practices  and  express  group  preferences  embedded  in  historical,  religious  and 
ethical traditions, timely defined. As recently Musgrave (2008, p.344) points out: “More generally 
the public sector in a democratic state may support policies not only in response to individual 
preferences but also to merit wants that individuals accept as expressions of community values”.  
The Musgravian concept of merit good and needs include conservation and preservation practices 
that are entrusted to government  in the interest of future generations. Hence, the supply of 
cultural  goods  determines  an  increment  of  social  welfare  in  the  territory,  in  terms  of  higher 
education of the civil society together with the restoring and conservation of goods and values 
inherited from the past.  
To take into account also these considerations in the description of the possible economic 
effects associated to cultural tourism we introduce the concept of “cultural rent” (De Simone and 
Di Maio, 2009), which derives from two fundamental elements that are: 
1)  the tourism revenue, resulted from the visitor’s stay, that is the sum of all tourists 
expenditures (restaurants, hotels, shops); 
2)  the “community rent” that follows from the Musgrave’s community value, resulting 
from multiple specific characteristics (that is the sum of merit and public features of the 
goods). 
It seems evident that the trade-off between the “tourism effect” and the “community 
value” is due only to the amount of negative externalities produced by the same subject who is 
responsible for positive externalities. This does not mean that the lower is the “community value”, 
the easier negative externalities prevail. In fact, this latter effect can be valued only at determined 
“community  values”,  meaning  that  the  higher  this  is,  the  more  negative  externalities  are 
perceived: in this case, only if there is a remarkable positive externality,  community members will 
accept the negative effect provoked by excessive tourists, even if the higher positive externality, 
the higher is the probability of a negative externality, too.  
Summing up, the economic effects in heritage cities can be synthesized by the externalities 
(positive or negative) plus the rent associated to the “community value”: these effects have a clear 
incidence on the heritage value because they can alter the relation between demand, heritage 
value and merit needs.    9 
This explains why the characteristics of the users are essential for planning an effective 
management of cultural goods that is able to couple community concerns for art preservation with 
a “mindful” art consumption. 
We will show in the following paragraph how the economic effects associated to cultural 
tourism in museums and/or other cultural institutions in heritage cities will affect consumption, 
producing remarkable consequences on the demand.   
 
3.  Cultural tourists and the “crowding out”  effect 
 
Apart  from  traditional  socio-economic  elements  (Frey  and  Pommerehne,  1989),  demand  for 
cultural tourism might depend on several other factors like “an increasing awareness of heritage, 
an ability to express individuality through recognition of historical environment or staged history, 
greater affluence, increased leisure time, mobility, access to the arts” (Waitt, 2000, p. 838). The 
quest for authenticity against “commodification” also matters for tourists according to their social 
stratification. Following Cohen (1988, pp.376-7), the well educated tourists are more alienated 
than other groups; they are the most interested in experiencing authenticity. By contrast the less 
educated ones “seek mere diversion and oblivion on their trip [and] remain totally in equanimity 
and unconcerned with the problem of [the] authenticity of their experience'' (Cohen, 1988, p. 
372).  
We have explained that the heritage value arises from its several features including the 
cited “merit needs” originated by “conservation and preservation practices that are entrusted to 
government  in  the  interest  of  future  generations”  .  It  also  arises  from  a  feature  of  non-
reproducibility,  which  Benjamin  called  “aura”,  a  concept  with  which  he  meant  that  the 
quintessence of a work of art moves from the material dimension to a symbolic one, becoming a 
mere historic relic. As a result of this, the philosopher claims, a work of art cannot be reproduced 
in any condition, as every reproduction will miss the hic and nunc of that particular work of art, 
which is connected to the aura and is absolutely unique (Benjamin W, 1936). 
Benjamin's  definition  explains  what  the  economic  value  of  art  is.  A  cultural  good  is  a 
material object but also a unique, non-reproducible, historic document. However if in a condition 
of reproducibility, the virtue of being a historic relic is undermined, it's also true the consumers' 
needs are better met (Benjamin, 1936). It appears again here the well known trade-off between 
the contrasting objectives of preservation/care and valorisation/use, where the aura-essence has 
to be preserved and favoured over the need for the cultural good to be experienced in several 
forms.  “The value that emerges from the problem with Benjamin’s conception of the aura and the 
way it can be resolved by looking at the distinction between information and the story and at 
elements of the theory of translation, is that it underlies the importance of recognising both the 
interplay and the difference between the work of art as commodity and the work of art as object 
of interpretation” (Benjamin A, 1986, p. 34).  
If, as Walter Benjamin underlines, the decadence of the aura is connected to the growing 
importance of the mass in the present life, speaking in general terms of use and access to heritage,  
we can ascribe the economic effects of mass consumption to the great transformation of the 
fordist/taylorist  society  and,  more  recently,  to  the  phenomenon  of  mass  consumption  in  the 
globalization era.   
We have already described that the consumption of art through the cultural tourism is 
essentially a way to escape from work within a given time period and not a timeless Lenten??? 
Journey (Trollope, 1862)  that is a necessary condition for a full educational and not only aesthetic 
experience.  If the holiday - tourism - assumes the meaning of an estimated subtraction of an   10 
amount of time from an alienating duty, it follows that in that time we have to maximize the 
quantity of consumption (e.g. number of monuments/museums per day) because cultural good is 
considered as a private/mass good. This becomes even clearer considering the high number of 
visitors in some famous museums in the world or the way these are experienced by tourists: we 
can imagine that experiencing, for instance, the Forbidden City in Beijing on a crowded Sunday, is 
not the same as doing it on a working day, when pavilions can be enjoyed without being pulled off 
from other people, yet it is still the same world heritage.  
However, recalling the classification found in Mc Kercher and du Cros (2002), different 
types of cultural tourists can be identified according to the level of experience sought and the 
importance  (centrality)  of  culture  in  the  decision  to  visit  a  destination.  Hence,  further 
considerations come from the characterization of the trade-off between consumption of heritage 
and its quality.  
As we have already pointed out, cultural economics analyses demand mostly as a function 
of income (also in terms of opportunity cost) and education. In our considerations, with regards to 
the  whole  external  effects  produced  by  cultural  tourism,  we  want  to  revise  this  traditional 
formulation. A classification of visitors takes into account not only economic, social and cultural 
characteristics. Some categories of tourists are also influenced by the density of visitors in one site 
(as part of the heritage built in a given city), and tend to exclude places that are notoriously 
crowded.  
What  is  suggested  here  is  that  the  level  of  appreciation  of  a  cultural  good  changes 
according to how it is consumed and who is consuming it. This explains why some visitors are 
literally “thrown out” by a mass fruition of the heritage, which is most commonly a result of 
imitation more than a real demand. 
It  follows  a  polarization  of  the  cultural  demand  that,  in  the  last  years,  has  been 
characterized by the emergence of flâneur who hates crowded places and searches for lonely, 
elitist forms of consumption, investing time and money for it, even if not necessarily he has the 
highest willingness to pay
4. The flâneur is described by Benjamin
5, yet it was born with Baudelaire. 
He's  a  lone  traveller,  wandering  through  the  cities  searching  for  the  past  hidden  behind  the 
present, aiming at discovering the deep and real nature of the objects of art.  
This polarization is a consequences of the congestion problem that is well documented in 
the cultural economics literature.  In Heilbrun and Gray (2001) it is analyzed the phenomenon of 
congestion  that  may  occur  at  very  popular  special  exhibitions  (the  case  of  blockbusters)  that 
reduces the pleasure obtained by viewers. Congestion can be conceived as a cost that visitors who 
enter a congested exhibition impose on other simultaneous visitors and can be treated as an 
increase in marginal and average cost translating in higher fees during congestion periods. As part 
of  the  process  that  massive  flows  produce  in  heritage  cities,  the  congestion  effects  are  well 
described by Russo: “tourism attractions in heritage cities are hardly reproducible and remarkably 
concentrated. The quality of the experience enjoyed while visiting them deteriorates because of 
the physical stress imposed by tourism, the declining quality of environment where the act of 
consumption takes place, and the quality of the auxiliary facilities…In the end, in a typical process 
of adverse selection, only low-quality suppliers are left in the market. Whereas in the initial stages 
of growth the economic strength of tourism caused the displacement of other economic activities, 
                                                 
4   Income effects are excluded from our consideration, but literature has widely analyzed their implication 
(Heilbrun and Gray, 2001, for a review) . 
5   Examples can be  Enfance berlinoise or the book on Passages parisiens.   11 
in this later stage this business tends to crowd out itself, replacing high quality products with 
cheap  and  standardized  ones.  At  this  point,  the  tourism  space  undergoes  a  process  of 
“McDonaldization”. Not only is the capacity of products to match the demand of a certain market 
segment  compromised,  but  the  whole  aesthetic  quality  of  the  landscape  and  the  system  of 
cultural values embodied in the city is at stake” (Russo, 2002, pp. 168-169) 
The “crowding out effect” regards in this case the quality of services/facilities provided to 
tourists. Yet, another displacement effect may occur, as described in Van der Borg, Costa and Gotti 
(1996). Services originally provided for locals are extended to visitors: as a result, the needs of the 
local community are overcome by those of tourists.  
Our idea is that the criteria used to rank most of the cultural sites are erroneous, because 
they don’t take into account factors which are hard to classify yet relevant. Considering the most 
frequently used criteria (number of visitors per year), we noticed how different the “crowding out 
effect” for each category of visitors is. In our case, the problem with art consumption arises when 
congestion is produced. However, it appears as if two cases of “crowding out” effects can be 
generated: either between visitors and citizens or among different categories of visitors. We will 
concentrate only on the second case, under the hypothesis that visitors vary according to their 
level of “intensity” that is a concept we coined thinking to the philosophic Erlebnis
6,  as the lived 
experience  of art, through which the visitor experiences the aesthetic dimension. In order to 
interpret the aesthetic experience, literature refers to consumers’ experiences of works of art 
(Csikszentmihalyi and Robinson, 1990)
7.  
“Mindful visitors” (Moscardo, 1996) are those who search for the “aura” and escape from 
crowded places because they associate standardization with loss of authenticity and quality of visit 
experience. The authenticity issue is at the basis of our classification, as it is connected to the 
quality of the visit.  
In this simple initial scheme that we intend to use in a future empirical work, the three  
types of users are characterized by different "intensity of the visiting experience" (I) that we think 
is related to “the density of visitors" (d)
8 (which is the ratio between the number of visitors and 
the exhibition area). Therefore, this density is to be considered as a proxy for the quality of visit. 
As the fruition in these cases can’t be exclusive, the quality is contingent on the number and 
behavior  of  visitors  who  enjoy  the  cultural  objects  at  the  same  time.  Literature  has  already 
highlighted that the quality of visit depends on the characteristics of the offer: on the other hand, 
we assume that quality proceeds not only from extension of exhibition area, information supports, 
lighting and other facilities but also from the peculiarities of the demand in a way that recalls the 
Lindahl’s model of distribution of costs for public goods among taxpayers (Lindahl, 1958 [1919]). In 
other words, if we consider that quality of visit can partially assume some characteristics of public 
goods (indivisibility), we can imagine that a voluntary exchange among visitors could solve the 
equilibrium problem for the optimal provision of quality.  
                                                 
6   Lots of contemporary philosophers, like Adorno, Gadamer, Heidegger, tried to categorize  the effective 
meaning of the lived sensitive experience of the arts. For a discussion see Perniola (2006). 
7   For Csikszentmihalyi and Robinson (1990), four properties define the aesthetic experience as lived by the 
viewer of a work of art: (1) the perceptive property; (2) the emotional property; (3) the cognitive property; (4) the 
communicative property. For a discussion on the meaning and characteristics of aesthetic experience of the work of 
art see Sintas et. al.(2010)  
8   We suppose that the intensity of the visiting experience is influenced from experienced (effective) density. 
Obviously, expected density is determinant for subsequent potential demand functions.   12 
Here we simply observe that the variable "intensity" could be measured through different 
criteria suggested by the literature about cognitive economy, for example the one which refers to 
"happiness"
9. Now we want to highlight what we believe to be the most important aspect of this 
work: we assume that the variable "intensity" is affected by the density according to the type of 
visitor. These different correlations determine the inevitable effects of crowding out. Crowding 
out phenomena are not immediately evident (silent) to managers of the cultural site and are not 
avoidable by simply using standard criteria for evaluation like measures based on "willingness to 
pay". 
The following description, though not based on an empirical evidence, was inspired by 
results found in Ligozzi and Mastandrea (2008). They present a visitor survey aimed at considering 
also the quality related to aspects of the visit as part of the lived experience of art. The authors 
underscore the necessity of analyzing customers’ characteristics not only by means of an empirical 
descriptive approach but also taking into account new consumption patterns, almost absent in 
previous researches. An example is “the relation between museum and visitors, the cognitive visit 
experience, the interest in participation and interaction with the museum institution” (Ligozzi and 
Mastandrea, 2008, p. 31). They try to catch the emotional dimensions of museum experience,  
which  can  help  to  reconstruct  the  relationship  between  artistic  preference  and  individual 
personalities: Ligozzi (2008) in particular was really useful to understand the categories the visitors 
use to classify experiences. From this we partially drew our tourist categories (Ligozzi, 2008, pp. 
84-102) while the importance of the density issue was found in Mastandrea (2008).  
We consider three types of tourist: 1) flâneurs; 2) relational visitors and 3) mass visitors. 
The first category of visitor is the flâneur, who recalls the character described by Benjamin, 
among others. Flâneurs are cultured and fine visitors who hope to enjoy an emotional and cultural 
experience  consistent  with  their  expectations.  From  the  pursuit  of  happiness  described  by 
Montaigne while he wrote about his journey to Italy, to the famous Stendhal Syndrome, travel 
literature is full of references.  As we read in Nuvolati,: “The flâneur is the icon of freedom, of the 
autonomy of movement and thoughts, of the intellectual capacity of originally reading the city and 
he is therefore very different from the tourist forced, given a time-constrained journey, to follow 
default circuits and codified behaviour” (Nuvolati, 2009, p. 49). Flâneurs love to visit sites alone 
and generally give up visiting crowded places, in a sort of self-selection in cultural visits. They can 
be considered pioneers of the travel experience: they are the first to discover cultural sites and are 
likely to be imitated by other kinds of visitors. But since imitation brings to once unknown sites 
crowds of tourists, flaneurs tend to dislike the place they originally discovered as it gets colonised 
by the mass, and go in search of other more private experiences. 
The second category is the relational visitor. These visitors (always in a group, whether 
organized  or  not)  are  attracted  by  places  made  famous  by  flâneurs;  their  desire  grows  in 
proportion to the number of visitors (density) sharing that same experience (Mozart with you is 
better than Mozart himself
10). We assume that this second category of visitor conceives culture as 
a relational good (Uhlaner, 1989) which follows from the existence of a common action also in the 
final act of consumption. In this case, the role  of relational goods is bound to merit needs and 
quality concerns.  Obviously, the number of visitors must be not above the threshold otherwise 
this would lead to a disappointment producing loneliness in the mass. 
                                                 
9   For a discussion, see Frey (2010). 
10   We clearly refer to Taylor’s remark when he underscores that the pleasure in listening to music follows from 
the sharing experiences (Taylor, 1992).   13 
The third category is mass visitor. They normally ask for the "travel-package" offered by 
tour operators. What most counts for this category of visitors is the “after-visit”, when they can 
'report' to other what they saw. Generally they are willing to accept what tour operators propose, 
with  a  preference  for  popular  places.  Particularly  they  would  go  for  the  best-know  art 
masterpieces, so that their “after-journey” account becomes even more interesting.  
Looking at figure 1, if the vertical axis represents the "intensity of the visiting experience” 
(I) and the horizontal axis the “density of visitors” in a given museum (d), defined as the ratio 
between number of visitors and exhibition area at time t, we can model the behaviour of each 
visitor according to the way he enjoys cultural heritage. 
 
 
Fig. 1 Typologies of visitors and intensity of visit experience 
 
1. We assume that IF shows the minimum level of intensity. Below this level, flâneur is not 
interested in the visit anymore. Intensity starts decreasing as soon as he feels the density due to 
the presence of the second type of visitors (that happens in d2 where we imagine that the angular 
coefficient becomes lower). In d3, as a consequences of self-selection, flâneur renounce to visit 
because he can’t attain a high intensity anymore.  
2. About the second type, the  intensity curve  is bell-shaped, with a minimum level of 
intensity in IR (considering that culture is a relational good). We suppose that in this case there's a 
limit  on  the  number  of  2
nd  type  visitors  which  corresponds  to  optimal  number  of  relational 
accessions (d4).  Behind this number the curve starts decreasing until it meets the one of the third 
type (d6), where this type turns into the latter type.  
3. Level IM is the minimum level of the intensity felt by the mass visitor (because it is a 
“fashion  good”).  The  trend  of  “intensity"  for  the  mass  visitor  is  continuously  increasing  with 
density, up to the limit of congestion (d7).  In this case, the visited site can assume “considerations 
of the place as status symbol, fashionable, a sort of Mecca, despite their localization/identification 
varies over time, for the faithful tourists” (De Simone and Di Maio, 2009, p.399).    14 
Obviously, as we have omitted other factors, we are assuming that the three categories can 
reach the same subjective maximum intensity level, while the minimum thresholds are consistent 
with the type’s specification. 
In synthesis, we can describe cultural goods characteristics according to the visitor’s type: 
in d1 flâneurs firstly discover cultural merit goods, which acquire relational good features from d2 
to d5 before transforming into fashion goods from d5 onwards.   
The  diagrammatic  display  allows  some  observations  but  a  future  formal  scheme  is 
required.  In  the  present  work  we  limit  ourselves  to  a  descriptive  analysis  of  possible  effects 
produced by interaction among the depicted visiting types: 
  a) flâneurs are already displaced by the relational visitors, who feel the density only 
after the arrival of a significant number of mass visitors: the strong hypothesis is that a mechanism 
of self-selection prevents visitors from coexisting peacefully; 
  b) with the exception of special and accidental cases, the three categories of visitors 
can never be present at the same time. Looking at the graph, flâneurs accept a minimum number 
of relational visitors, but they're gone before the site becomes well known. The relational visitors 
exist as imitators of flâneurs
11 and can survive with a given number of mass visitors, but not above 
a certain popularity of the site, unless they turn into the third kind of visitors; 
It follows that the natural tendency (intended as the absence of strategy by operators) 
leads to homogeneity of the visitors with a displacement effect relatively to non-mass 
visitors. 
These  preliminary  remarks  lead  to  other  considerations  related  to  the  choices  of  the 
management. First of all, as already said, the three categories cannot be satisfied simultaneously. 
As  already  known  from  literature  (think  about  Hansmann  models
12),  managers  could  have 
different objectives to take into account  in  order to plan their strategy through two  possible 
means, which have to be assessed individually and jointly: fixed number and special rates.  
Let's assume, alternatively, the two traditional objectives: profit maximization and a fixed 
quality level of the visit.  
For managers intending to maximise profit, the worst choice would be to try and obtain out 
of the flâneurs the same profit as the one obtained through mass admission (because there is no 
obvious relationship between the type of visitor and the related income). It follows that the “site” 
will be offered to encourage the visit of mass tourism. This is what has been observed by Jean Clair 
(2008).  
To ensure a fixed quality level, managers must fix admission quotas and/or raise prices. If  
they  choose to establish quotas, the displacement can happen for at least two reasons: the first 
relates to the waiting time (meaning that the organization is more efficient for the tour operator 
who  books  constantly  and  without  individual  names)  and  the  size  of  the  quota  (maximum 
crowding);  the  second  depends  on  the  “visiting  time”,  which  is  itself  directly  related  to  the 
desirability of the flâneur and will be dependent on the size of the quota. 
There aren’t easy solutions to solve this problem. Naturally, it concerns only the most 
popular sites in the world. A “fake palliative” for this could be exclusive visits, as those for “friends 
of the musems”, but they are based on the willingness of the members to pay for only temporary 
exhibitions. Strategies such as theatre's 'opening' night, no longer based on higher prices, can lead 
                                                 
11   The imitation of the flâneur is a mechanism similar to the attempt of the 18
th century bourgeoisie to imitate 
the lifestyles of aristocracy, admirably represented in the baroque paintings by Gaspare Traversi. 
12   Hansmann (1980 and 1981)   15 
to  a very  low  density  in some  days  of  the  month.  At  first  glance,  this  instrument  may seem 
appropriate,  since  the  flâneur  type  is  particularly  rare.  However,  as  after  a  short  time  those 
occasions are likely to become a status symbol, they would probably no longer be solely reserved 
to flaneurs anymore; as a result demand is likely to rise, producing an audience no longer made 
predominantly of flaneurs.  
Another  strategy  could  derive  from  the  idea  that  the  most  visited  places  suffer  "dis-
economies of scale", right in the meaning of displacement. We are thinking to a possible splitting 
of great museums, where the offer is not represented by the whole heritage but by different 
sections  of  the  museum.  This  strategy  could  be  only  appropriated  for  famous  and  largest 
museums. Those sites may therefore be reorganised and replaced by new and multiple ones, each 
containing a section of the original structure. Obviously, this strategy may be effective only where 
technically possible. The Louvre, for example, but not Pompei. In this way, the demand must 
necessarily be split among the several “sections”. Given the time constraints, tour operators would 
no longer offer general and generalist museums. They would need to allocate tourists among 
various museums, on the basis of a limit of attendees for each visit. This strategy differs from the 
simple limited number of visitors accepted, which is a wide-spread policy. In our proposal the 
constraints aim at ensuring a certain quality of the visit and not just avoiding damage to the works 
of art collected in museums, as it is normally the case.    
We are aware that this policy is not easy to implement and can also produce undesirable 
effects, such as the potential reduction in the number of tourists, not attracted by the biggest and 
most famous sites. However, the only alternative is to recognize that the cultural mass tourism is 
not neutral to the "quality" that institutions can offer. Moreover there is no justification for public 
intervention in favour of flâneurs, because the categories of visitors to be promoted are purely at 
discretion of policy makers according to a value judgement. 
However, we can observe that in our discussion flâneurs have a critic role in discovering 
new merit goods: as the Schumpeterian entrepreneurs, they provide the incentive, thanks to the 
imitation  effect,  for  opening  new  cultural  markets  which,  after  their  pioneer  entrance,  may 
become mature and stable, contributing to enlarge the cultural capital of each country: obviously 
this process is not deemed necessary, as some cultural goods can attract only niche demand over 
time.  
The mechanism should work as follows: flaneurs (pioneering visitors) “discover” the artistic 
places bringing media attention on them. This results in a mass fruition trend on the back of an 
imitation effect. This is a widespread mechanism which pertains to museums, galleries, and other 
tourist attractions. The bohemian Montmartre in the XIX century was the adopted place for the 
flânerie before becoming a mass destination. By contrast, the Guggenheim museum in Bilbao was 
conceived for mass consumption since the beginning. A parallel of this in the music world would 
be the Bebop style: because it is very complicated, it didn't get much attention until it became 
clear it was the direct ancestor of jazz. Through its connection with jazz music, though, Bebop 
acquired a different status  and became suddenly popular. 
 
4. Conclusions and open issues 
 
Hopefully this study on categories of cultural tourism will reinforce the debate on how to 
improve access and quality of cultural sites. The possibility of free admission to museums was 
recently discussed. We think that a democratic admission is not to be measured only in terms of 
quantity of visitors but also on the quality of the visit. For each category of visitors, different   16 
patterns need to be applied in order to reach a high level of satisfaction among users in every 
situation.    
The issue at stake concerns the meaning of cultural democracy. It implies that modes and 
quality, not quantity, are the criteria to be considered in order to remove formal and essential 
obstacles to the fruition of cultural goods. In other words, the challenge for contemporary cultural 
policies is represented by the alienation in fruition, which can make museums and other cultural 
sites, even when all physical obstacles are removed, empty containers of senseless objects, like a 
supermarket in which the single purchases  get lost in the trolley. 
However, if we are only concerned to the maximization of number of visitors, given the 
congestion/preservation  problems,  a  challenging  solution  may  be  found  in  the  role  of  new 
technologies. According to Peacock and Rizzo: “if ‘virtual’ visits (e.g. using videos, DVDs, etc.) can 
be considered as substitutes for actual ones, the concern for physical deterioration might lose part 
of its relevance. The benefits stemming from heritage could be enjoyed through ‘virtual’ visits, 
offering a cultural experience which can be replicated over time, with heritage having a static role. 
In this scenario, the only difference among different cultural experiences over time would depend 
on consumers’ appreciation and not on the changes in the heritage features. Indeed, ‘virtual’ visits 
might provide more complete and satisfactory cultural experiences than actual ones because of 
the  almost  endless  opportunities  offered  by  technology  to  a  very  wide  range  of  customers” 
(Peacock and Rizzo, 2008, p. 112). The solution proposed here recalls the Malraux’s idea of Musée 
Imaginaire (1947), a vast art collection that may contain potentially unlimited works of art, not 
necessarily in forms of material objects. It is clear that this solution does not consider the aura 
described by Benjamin. 
As Peacock and Rizzo underscore, there are clearly definite limits to such a provocative 
extreme view, as based on the very weak hypothesis that “virtual” visits are only substitutes for 
the actual one and are not prone to take into account private as well as social benefits produced 
by built heritage. Moreover, technology favours the dissemination of knowledge and is therefore 
likely to increase the demand for heritage (Peacock and Rizzo, 2008, p. 113).  
The issue at stake here concerns the benefits of preservation action. As Rizzo and Peacock  
observed, “there is strong professional support for the proposition that cultural heritage has a 
value that is entirely independent from any value that arises from public interest and support 
because of the enjoyment that they derive from it. However, mass tourist flows, as we have seen, 
may downgrade the ‘high’ character of heritage and risk transforming sites into some vulgar form 
of theme park” (Peacock and Rizzo, 2008, p. 114). 
To preserve heritage for future generation, or to see flâneurs wandering about the heritage 
cities or to let families quietly visit monuments and produce relational goods, solutions offered by 
the new technologies are pivotal, even though we have to keep in mind the Benjamin’s lesson: the 
aura always needs to be preserved, but this can happen only if we preserve original heritage. If the 
knowledge  of  perfection  can  be  acquired  through  imperfection  (non  primary  sources),  the 
recognition of the aura, apart from its intrinsic value, becomes the real element of merit (à la 
Musgrave).  
However, policy implications are not easy to implement. As we have briefly pointed out, 
they depend on the type of visit – and visitors – that the offer addresses. We think that only the 
local community may decide that, expressing its preferences on categories of merit goods and, 
hence, helping policy makers in solving the several trade-offs between heritage tourism and its 
impact. On the other hand economic literature must further investigate the relationship between 
the artistic preferences and the tourists’ typologies, being the emotional dimension a fundamental 
component of the visiting experience. 
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